If sustainable use of wildlife is to be adopted as a strategy for nature conservation, it is important that it be supported by the public. This paper examines public attitudes to and support for sustainable harvesting of wildlife by surveying a sample of the Australian public. Participants' attitudes to sustainable commercial harvesting of wildlife in general and to the possible sustainable commercial harvesting of 24 Australian animal species is evaluated. The relationship between respondents' support for the sustainable commercial harvesting of the species and the species' degree of endangerment is found to be inverse. Support for sustainable commercial harvesting is also inversely related to respondents' allocation of funds for the conservation of each of the species. In turn, this allocation of funds increased with the degree of endangerment of the species. Harvest was supported only for some abundant species. None of the species listed in the Red List received majority support for harvesting. This suggests that the public is more likely to prefer the regulatory approach of CITES (Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora) to conserving threatened species than the more market-oriented approach advocated in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD).
INTRODUCTION
The harvesting of wildlife, particularly when it involves the killing of animals, is a socially controversial subject. Objections include its possible disruption of ecosystem functions (Luck et al. 2003: 33) , its possible endangerment of the continuing existence of harvested species and/or of species dependent on these (Struhsaker 1998) , and the view that killing animals is cruel or violates animal rights (Singer 1985) . Use of wildlife species by humans may either be consumptive or non-consumptive. Harvesting of wildlife whether for subsistence use, that is for direct use by individuals or families, or for commercial sale is normally consumptive. Considerable controversy exists as to whether such harvesting is likely to promote the conservation of biodiversity or be detrimental to it (Struhsaker 1998; Medellín 1999) .
In the early 1990s, dominant international conservation organisations endorsed the view that the use of wildlife, including its harvesting, could be an effective means for conserving species. These views are set out in Caring for the Earth: A Strategy for Sustainable Living (IUCN-UNEP-WWF 1991) which states (p. 42) that projects to conserve wild species and ecosystems are unlikely to succeed unless they provide a sustainable economic return to the rural communities. This will require the use of wildlife and, in many cases, its harvesting. This document also stresses that as an economic incentive for conservation, communities that conserve wildlife should be allowed to export their sustainable surpluses and receive the revenue earned. This implies, for example, that as an economic incentive for the conservation of elephants, commercial exports of ivory and other products obtained from African elephants should be allowed from those nations and regions conserving their populations of elephants. The sustainable use concept is incorporated in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, undated) .
This emphasis on utilising wildlife, including by their harvest, differs from the general philosophy underlying the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES). This convention, one of the largest legally-binding environmental agreements, sees the exploitation of wildlife resulting from international trade as potentially threatening to the survival of many wild species and tries to ban or restrict international trade in endangered species. Note also that, whereas The World Conservation Strategy (IUCN-UNEP-WWF 1980) endorsed the non-consumptive economic use of wildlife, for instance for wildlife-based tourism, it stopped short of promoting the commercial harvesting of wildlife as a conservation strategy, unlike IUCN-UNEP-WWF (1991) .
Whether or not a sustainable use policy can be expected to be effective in maintaining biodiversity has been subject to debate (Campbell 2002) . Allen and Edwards (1995) and Hutton and Dickson (2001) claim that if carried out with appropriate efficiency and restraint, sustainable use of wildlife can promote conservation (see also , Webb 2002) but this strategy inevitably results in a loss of biodiversity because it would favour more useful species at the expense of the less useful ones, according to Robinson (1993) . Tisdell (2004 a, b) has described how emphasis on commercial sustainable use of wildlife can alter species composition in nature and its evolution. Hutton and Leader-Williams (2003: 223) argue that, nevertheless and ultimately, because much of humanity will continue to utilise wildlife, biologically sustainable use and incentive-driven conservation must become a central conservation activity. Decision-making about natural resources management then cannot be detached from public involvement. Indeed, pressure to improve public involvement has been growing in the policymaking sphere (Sexton et al. 1999) . It has also been noted that, in managing wildlife, science alone may not be sufficient and that stakeholder involvement is vital if use and biodiversity conservation are to be achieved (Stave 2002, p. 140) .
The public's attitudes towards sustainable use of wildlife should therefore be evaluated (Witter and Sheriff 1987: 262; Ballard 1994) to determine whether there is political support for sustainable use of wildlife. Attitudes and beliefs of stakeholders and the wider public may clash with the management options that wildlife managers or wildlife experts may prefer, and so management actions devised without public consultation and involvement may earn little public support and could be undermined by public opinion (Fulton et al. 2004 (Fulton et al. : 1166 (Fulton et al. -1167 . For example, plans to carry out the culling of koalas on Kangaroo Island, Australia, in order to conserve eucalypts and the koalas dependent on eucalyptus have been unsuccessful because of strong public opposition (CNN 2004; Rodgerson 2004) . Similarly, deer hunting has been discontinued during some years in parts of Alaska due to public opposition (Hicks 2001: 35) . North American studies, such as Butler et al. (2003) , have assessed changes in the public's attitude over time towards wildlife, touching incidentally on the management of wildlife for sustainable use, and Fulton et al. (1993) have determined the proportion of a sample of the public belonging to the pro-animal rights set or proanimal use set. Yet, there has been no specific examination, to our knowledge, of the public's attitude to the strategy of sustainable commercial use of wildlife and support for the sustainable harvesting of specific wildlife species. This study is a start towards filling this gap in the literature. It also provides a step towards assessing contrasting policy proposals for conserving wildlife biodiversity, particularly use versus non-use proposals, as for example represented in the CBD and CITES, respectively. This paper:
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(1) Analyses and reports the attitude of a sample of 204 members of the Australian public to the sustainable commercial harvesting of wildlife in general;
(2) Assesses the sample's attitude to the sustainable commercial harvesting of 24 native Australian tropical wildlife species, covering mammals, birds and reptiles; and
( 3) Determines what factors, if any, make these members of the public more receptive to the sustainable commercial harvesting of wildlife species, as well as less so. In this regard, the association between the conservation status of the species as listed in the IUCN Red List (IUCN 2006 ) and participants' stated degree of support for their sustainable commercial harvest is considered. Does a greater degree of endangerment of a species mean reduced support for commercial harvesting?
The main aims of the paper are to determine whether there is likely to be widespread support amongst members of the Australian public for a policy of encouraging sustainable commercial use of species to promote their conservation, and to isolate a significant factor that may influence the public's degree of support for such a policy. It is hypothesised that the degree of threat to the survival of species is likely to be a significant influence on the public's support for their use, including their commercial use. While this is not the only influence on attitudes to harvesting wildlife species, we want to explore its significance because of its policy relevance. Although the study sample is small relative to the Australian adult population, it provides a starting point for further investigation. Resources were not available to consider a larger sample. The study raises issues that need to be addressed in the socio-political sphere by bodies promoting nature conservation.
METHODS

Selection of sample
Before the sample was selected, the survey questions were pre-tested on a sample of students at The University of Queensland and were then revised. Cluster random sampling of the general public was then undertaken. This was done principally by letterbox drops in areas of Brisbane, Queensland, with varied socio-economic profiles. Approximately 1500 letterbox drops were made, and each contained circulars inviting potential respondents to participate in a survey of the use and conservation of Australian tropical resources, and stated that those selected to participate would be offered 20 Australian dollars for attendance, a public lecture, refreshments and a chance to win 200 Australian dollars. The actual aims and details of the study were not conveyed at this stage to reduce selfselection bias. Respondents expressing an interest to participate in the survey were told to contact a facilitator by telephone. Based on the personal details given by respondents, the facilitator selected from the pool of respondents a sample that had a similar age and gender distribution to that of Brisbane's adult population. Observe that the sample is an urban sample and it may not therefore be representative of the rural population. However, Australia is a highly urbanised country; 92.7% of its population is estimated to live in urban areas as of 2005 (United Nations Population Division 2006). All 204 participants who completed Survey I also completed and returned the Survey II questionnaire.
Experimental methodology
The selected participants were divided into five groups of about 40 people. Four groups were asked to attend survey sessions held at The University of Queensland at different times of the week -two groups during the working week and two during the weekend. The fifth group was asked to attend survey sessions on a Sunday in a church hall. This arrangement was designed to allow participants flexibility so that attendance could be maximised and possible bias in the sample reduced. Two relevant survey questionnaires were used serially to obtain data about the public's knowledge of Australian tropical wildlife species and their attitudes to their sustainable commercial use. Initially, participants filled out the structured questionnaire Survey I. After a tea break, participants were asked to attend an illustrated wildlife presentation by Dr. Steve Van Dyck, the senior Curator of Vertebrates at the Queensland Museum. This lecture was mainly about the mahogany glider (Petaurus gracilis) and made no reference to the commercial harvesting of wildlife or its sustainable use. Therefore, it would not have influenced respondents' subsequent answers about commercial harvesting. Afterwards, each participant was given a booklet containing a colour photograph of each of the 24 species in the survey and brief information of one to two paragraphs about each species' description, geographic distribution, life history and conservation status. Participants were asked to take their booklet home with the second questionnaire, Survey II. They were asked to read the booklet before filling out Survey II and returning it in the postage pre-paid envelope provided. Survey II contained identical questions to Survey I. The intention was to enable comparison of participants' responses, particularly changes in attitudes towards the harvesting of wildlife, before and after the provision of information (i.e. under the condition of greater knowledge of the species) (see following sub-section).
Note that a serial survey of the same group rather than a split survey with random assignment of individuals was done. Splitting would have reduced the sample sizes and potentially reduced the significance of the results. It is assumed that there was no significant, extra-experimental influence on participants between Survey I and II that would interfere with the experimental treatment (i.e. the provision of additional information about the focal species). As far as we are aware, no media or similar events occurred that might have biased the results.
Coverage of questions asked
The questionnaires asked the survey participants about:
• Their background (e.g. age, income and education levels);
• How knowledgeable they are about each of the 24 Australian tropical wildlife species (using the following four-point Likert-type scale: have 'very good' knowledge, 'good' knowledge, 'poor' knowledge or have no knowledge of the species);
• Their value orientation (see Vaske et al. 2001: 763) with regard to nature conservation (participants were asked for a rating on a five-point Likert-type scale: 'extremely strong advocate', 'strong advocate', 'moderate advocate', 'neutral towards this subject', or 'more oriented towards development than conservation');
• Their attitudes (or 'normative beliefs' as in Vaske et al. 2001: 764) towards the commercial harvesting of wildlife -whether they think that (1) commercial harvesting of wildlife in general should not be allowed, (2) commercial harvesting and use of wildlife should be allowed and should not be restricted by government, (3) commercial harvesting of wildlife should be allowed, but only if it is sustainable, or (4) the government should allow the harvesting of some wildlife, but regulate it;
• Whether or not they think that 'sustainable commercial harvesting of these animals from the wild should be allowed' (participants were to select between 'yes', 'no', 'indifferent', or 'unsure' for all 24 wildlife species in the questionnaires).
Respondents should have been aware that not all harvesting involves killing of animals, given the range of questions asked (i.e. it was mentioned that harvesting, apart from for consumption, could also be carried out for supplying the pet trade). The weight that survey participants placed on the conservation of various tropical wildlife species was gauged through survey questions that asked participants to allocate a certain percentage of a hypothetical sum of 1000 Australian dollars (Aus$1 = US$0.82, 12 April 2007) for conservation between the species in each animal class. The following question, asked for the reptile case, was also asked with the required modification for mammals and birds:
'Suppose that you are given Aus$1000, but you can only use it to donate funds to support the conservation of the reptiles in Australia listed below. Suppose that a reliable organisation were to carry out the conservation work and your money would supplement other funds for this purpose. What percentage of your Aus$1000 would you contribute for the conservation of each of the reptiles listed below? Your total should add up to 100%.' This type of financial allocation question has been used previously to quantify the relative funding people would be willing to allocate to different species while at the same time minimising income effects or strategic bias in responses (see Samples et al. 1986; Tkac 1998; Gunnthorsdottir 2001) . This method can be regarded as a variant of the contingent valuation method.
Data analysis
Participants' general attitudes towards sustainable commercial harvesting (whether it should be allowed, or regulated, etc.) were examined and responses between surveys were compared using the chi-squared test. Attitudes of participants who stated that they were strong advocates of nature conservation and moderate advocates of nature conservation towards sustainable harvesting of wildlife were also examined and compared using the chi-squared test. The ratio of the percentage of participants in favour and not in favour of sustainable commercial harvesting of each species was calculated. A Spearman's rank correlation test was performed to analyse the association between the degree of the species' endangerment (obtained from the IUCN's Red List) and (i) the ratio of the balance of support for sustainable commercial harvesting compared to opposition to it for each species and (ii) participants' allocation of funds by percentage for the conservation of the species. This was done for each animal class and for both surveys, as well as for the whole set of 24 species. Also examined was the relationship in Survey II (when participants had more knowledge of the species) between participants' mean allocation of funds to conserve the various species and the percentage of participants favouring sustainable commercial harvesting of these various species. This was done using linear regression. For all statistical procedures, references were made to Zar (1999) and Gujarati (2003) .
There are notable examples of studies that develop predictive models of the influence of human dimensions (such as demographic factors) on beliefs about wildlife conservation (see for example, Vaske et al. 2001; Fulton et al. 1996) . Our study attempts simply to ascertain the Brisbane public's attitude at the present point in time towards the commercial harvesting of wildlife, and whether the position on the issue is affected by, among other factors, the characteristics of the wildlife species involved.
RESULTS
General characteristics of the study sample
Our sample consisted of 204 participants, with an age range of 18 years and over and a sex ratio of 0.81 male to each female. The sample was selected so that its age distribution matched as closely as possible that of Brisbane. An analysis of participants' income distribution and their education level indicates that the selected sample is diverse. Tables 1 and 2 and Figure 1 summarise the characteristics of the sample and that of the sample population, the population of Brisbane. Table 1 indicates that the male/female ratio of the sample is only slightly smaller than that for Brisbane. We found that the age distribution of the sample was similar to that of the population but that there was a slight under-representation of individuals in the age group of 35-44. This could possibly be due to the reduced participation of parents in this age group. From Table 1 Attitudes towards sustainable commercial harvesting of wildlife in general
Overall, there were no significant shifts in the attitudes of participants towards the commercial harvesting of wildlife between Survey I and Survey II (Table 3) . About three-quarters of the survey participants agreed to the statement that commercial harvesting of wildlife should be allowed, but only if harvesting is sustainable, or that the government should allow the harvesting of some wildlife, but that it should be regulated, or both. Approximately a quarter of participants expressed their opposition to any commercial harvesting. The general position of survey participants on commercial harvesting of wildlife was, however, similar in both surveys, i.e. most only supported commercial harvesting if it is sustainable or regulated by the government.
Advocacy of nature conservation and attitudes towards commercial harvesting
In both surveys, almost all survey participants (≈ 93%) described themselves as extremely strong, strong, or moderate advocates of nature conservation, while the remainder considered themselves as either neutral to it, more oriented towards development, or gave no response to the question. Categorising participants according to whether they were extremely strong, strong advocates of nature conservation, or just moderate advocates of nature conservation, the attitudes of these two groups towards sustainable commercial harvesting were analysed. In both surveys, a significantly greater proportion of participants who are extremely strong or strong advocates of nature conservation said commercial harvesting of wildlife should not be allowed, compared to the proportion of participants who are moderate advocates of nature conservation (2nd and 3rd columns, Table 4 ). Conversely, a slightly greater proportion of participants who are moderate advocates are supportive of sustainable commercial harvesting in Survey II than the proportion of participants who are extremely strong or strong advocates of nature conservation (5th column, Table 4 ), but this difference is not statistically significant. It is therefore likely that proportionally more people who are extremely strong or strong advocates of nature conservation are averse to commercial harvesting of wildlife, compared to those who are only moderate advocates of nature conservation. 
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Attitudes of participants towards the sustainable commercial harvesting of each of the 24 Australian tropical wildlife species
There were only two species, namely the red kangaroo and the saltwater crocodile, for which the majority of respondents favoured harvesting (4th and 5th columns, Table 5 ). The ratio of the balance of support for harvest compared to opposition to it is 1.90 and 1.98, respectively, in Survey II. There was one other species (the freshwater crocodile) for which its sustainable commercial harvesting was favoured by more respondents than those opposed to it, but not by a majority of respondents. The ratios of those in favour of harvesting compared to those opposed remained relatively stable between surveys, except in the case of the red-tailed black cockatoo, the taipan snake and the northern longnecked turtle, where considerable rises from Survey I to Survey II were recorded.
Relationship between endangerment status of species and support for commercial harvesting of species
Reduction in the relative degree of support for the sustainable commercial use of a species was associated with higher endangerment (Table 6 ). This correlation generally rose (all r s values > 0.50) in Survey II, after participants gained information about all the species from the survey presentation and coloured photo booklets. When all 24 species are considered, the association between reduced support for commercial harvesting and increased endangerment was strongly significant (see for Survey II). Further insights into participants' support/opposition to sustainable commercial harvesting of wildlife species can be obtained by considering the relationship between this and participants' allocation of funds to conserve each of the focal species.
Relationship between financial allocation for the conservation of species and attitude towards sustainable commercial harvesting
Regressing the respondents' mean percentage allocation to conserve each species (x variable) with the 'yes'/'no' ratio of support for allowing sustainable commercial harvesting of each species (y variable), the observations in Figures 2, 3 and 4 for mammal, bird and reptile species, respectively, were obtained. The regression equations for each of these are:
Mammals: log 10 y = 1.20 − 1.80 log 10 x (1)
Birds: log 10 y = 0.097 − 0.67 log 10 x
Reptiles: log 10 y = 1.28 − 1.07 log 10 x
In all three cases, there is a statistically significant inverse log-linear relationship between the two variables (mammals: t slope = −3.53, p = 0.0096; birds: t slope = −3.80, p = 0.005 reptiles: t slope = −5.68, p = 0.011). The larger the mean allocation from the hypothetical fund for conservation a species is (48) 57 (50) 43 (57) Significance of difference between extremely strong or strong advocates, and moderate advocates, χ 2 , p 3.04, 0.08* 6.02, 0.01** 0.01, 0.92 0.64, 0.42
Statistical significance: **95% confidence level, *90% confidence level a The percentages (in brackets) are expressions of these numbers as proportions of the total number of participants in the survey with the same attitudes towards nature conservation. The significances of the difference in values between extremely strong or strong advocates and moderate advocates were tested using the chi-squared test ' and 'no' responses to the proposition of allowing sustainable commercial harvesting of these species do not add up to 100% as there were participants who indicated that they were unsure of their position or were indifferent to the matter Mammals (n = 9) Birds (n = 10) Reptiles (n = 5) Set of 24 species 0.94, < 0.01*** 0.25, 0.50 0.50, 0.50 0.52, < 0.01*** 0.75, 0.03** 0.61, 0.07* 0.75, 0.25 0.72, < 0.01*** Statistical significance: ***99% confidence level, **95% confidence level, *90% confidence level a The results signify the strength of the relationship between increasing species endangerment and decreasing support for the species' commercial harvesting allotted, the less receptive are the survey participants to the proposition of harvesting the species (see above equations). The coefficient of determination is markedly higher in the reptile case (R 2 = 0.91) than in the case of mammals and birds (both R 2 = 0.64).
What factors determine how much conservation funds are allocated for the various species? Knowledge of the species is one factor (see Tisdell and Wilson, 2006) . But let us concentrate on just the situation in Survey II, where participants were better informed about the species than in Survey I. Comparing the ranking of allocations of conservation funds to the individual species with IUCN Red List, inferred rankings of their conservation status, the Spearman's correlation coefficients shown in Table 7 are obtained. The rank correlation coefficients for most classes of species were much higher in Survey II than in Survey I and were statistically significant. This indicates that the relative amount that respondents were willing to pay for conservation of the focal species were more positively (closely) correlated with the ranked endangerment of each species in Survey II after information provision. This may be because respondents were more aware of the conservation status of the species on the second occasion. IUCN-UNEP-WWF (1991) favoured a policy of greater commercial use of species as an economic incentive for their conservation and this has influenced the CBD (Adams 2001: 70 ; Secretariat of the Convention on Biodiversity, undated). Politically, such a policy will be difficult or impossible to implement without public support. Economists, such as Swanson (1997 Swanson ( , 1999 , have also argued strongly in favour of a policy of wildlife conservation through sustainable use. This approach has provided a basis for criticising CITES (signed in 1973 and entered into force in 1975), which restricts international trade in endangered species as a conservation measure. Our results indicate that the majority of our sample of the Australian public is receptive to the general idea of commercial use of wildlife species if it is sustainable or properly regulated, but About a quarter of the sample opposed any commercial harvesting of wildlife and around a half agreed that it should only be allowed if it is sustainable. Those who opposed any harvesting of wildlife were more likely to be extremely strong or strong advocates of nature conservation than moderate advocates. When it came to the harvesting of the 24 Australian focal species, there was little support for the commercial harvesting of most of them. The majority of respondents favoured harvesting for only two species, both of which have relatively abundant populations in Australia, and the proportion in favour of such harvest compared to those against exceeded unity for only three species in both surveys. Considerable rises in support for harvesting the northern long-necked turtle, the taipan snake and the red-tailed black cockatoo were observed in Survey II. This may be a result of participants having learned in Survey II about the uses or potential uses of these species, such as how the long-necked turtle has been traditionally harvested by Australian Aborigines (Kennett 2004) and about an enterprise to sustainably harvest it for the pet trade (see Fordham et al. 2007) , and about how the taipan snake venom may have medical applications (ABC Radio National 1995; Moore et al. 2003 ). Participants may have also learned that the red-tailed black cockatoo can be an agricultural pest. Such changes are consistent with theories that information provision alters individuals' valuation of environmental commodities (Bergstrom et al. 1990; Ajzen et al. 1996; Spash 2002) . From Table 5 , it is apparent that there is not majority support or a positive balance of support for sustainable commercial harvesting of any species listed in the IUCN Red List. For those not listed, only the harvest of a very few species is supported. These are species currently harvested in Australia.
DISCUSSION
Using inferred IUCN Red List rankings, we found that relative support for the sustainable commercial harvesting of the focal species declines with their degree of endangerment. At the same time, the relative allocation of resources by respondents to conserve species rises with the degree of endangerment of the species, and the relationship tends to become closer once respondents are better informed about the status of wildlife species. While perceived levels of endangerment are not the only influence on the public's allocation of funds for the conservation of a species, these results indicate that it is a significant influence (compare Tisdell et al. 2007) . This is at variance with the findings of Weitzman (1996, 1998 ) that visceral characteristics of species are the major factors influencing public support for their conservation. The difference between our results and theirs may be due to the difference in the variables used; our study employed the willingness to pay of members of the public in its analysis whereas Weitzman (1996, 1998) relied on data of government expenditure on conservation of species. Government expenditure may be influenced by political lobbying and this may not accurately reflect individual preferences. Note that we have not reported in this article the responses of those surveyed about the harvesting of wildlife by indigenous Australians. These are reported in a separate article (see Tisdell and Swarna Nantha, forthcoming) .
CONCLUSIONS
Between 22-25% of the useable sample were opposed to the commercial use of wildlife in general, whereas about three-quarters of the sample supported it in principle if it is sustainable or if it is regulated by the government. Persons claiming to hold extremely strong or strong conservationist views were more likely to be opposed to Statistical significance: **99% confidence level, *95% confidence level a The results signify the strength of the relationship between increasing species endangerment and increasing allocation of funds by participants for the conservation of the species Table 7 Spearman's rank correlation coefficients between funds allocated for conservation of species and their threatened species rankings according to the IUCN Red List a commercial harvesting of wildlife than those who said they held moderate conservationist views. When, however, members of the sample were asked if they supported the sustainable commercial harvesting of each of 24 Australian wildlife species, majority support was restricted to two species, the red kangaroo and the saltwater crocodile. These are relatively abundant species and are already harvested commercially in Australia. Also, in both surveys, more respondents favoured the conservation of the Australian freshwater crocodile than opposed it. Again, this is harvested commercially and is not threatened. While our study indicated general support for the concept of sustainable harvesting of wildlife, there was little support for the harvest of focal species that are in the IUCN's Red List. While the reasons require more investigation, judging from this sample, members of Brisbane's public (and possibly the Australian public) do not seem to be convinced of the virtues of commercial harvesting as a mechanism for promoting the conservation of threatened species. This is apart from the fact that species having little or no marketable value cannot be saved by this mechanism (Erickson 2000) . Whether or not this is so in other countries and parts of Australia requires inquiry. For instance, it may be possible that attitudes towards wildlife harvesting might be more permissive in Western Australia and the Northern Territory than in Queensland where our survey was conducted. Nevertheless, without public support, it will be difficult to implement strategies for conservation of wildlife by commercial sustainable use (as favoured by the CBD), either nationally or globally, and to alter CITES so that it is more permissive of commercial use of endangered species.
In view of these facts, further studies of the public's attitude to the commercial use involving harvesting of endangered wildlife are required to guide policy-making. Additional scientific work is also needed to determine the conditions under which the type of policies for sustainable use of wildlife proposed in the CBD are likely to be effective or ineffective in achieving conservation goals. Projects carried out by the former ARC Key Centre for Tropical Wildlife Management (see for example , Griffiths 2001; Mrosovsky 2000; Whitehead 2001 ), now incorporated into the School of Environmental Research at the Charles Darwin University, Northern Territory (Charles Darwin University 2006), have contributed to these goals. CITES policies should also be re-assessed based on both social and natural scientific inputs. Economic theory suggests that whether or not CBD-type policies are likely to be more effective or less effective in conserving particular species than the CITES-type approach will vary with the circumstances, for example, with the types of property rights regimes that exist or can be maintained. Identifying similarities, differences and synergies between the mechanisms of both agreements should provide a clearer guide to more effective conservation policies (see for example, Stolpe and Fischer 2004) . This is an additional subject worthy of further study.
